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ABSTRACT 
BINDING DOMAINS IN SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION: 
IMPLICATIONS FOR TEXTBOOK PRESENTATIONS 
MAY 1988 
LOURDES RAMIREZ MALLIS, B.A., INDIANA UNIVERSITY 
M.A., MIDDLEBURY COLLEGE 
Ed. D. , UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by: Professor Jerri Willett 
This study investigates the acquisition of 
pronominal reference in adult second language 
acquisition within the framework of the 
Government-Binding Theory of grammar. The analysis 
will draw conclusions regarding how grammatical 
explanations might be presented in Spanish language 
textbooks. 
Unlike English, Spanish does not seem to be 
consistent with the principle that a pronoun should be 
free in reference. Since some Spanish structures with 
subjunctive complements are obligatorily disjoint in 
reference, it will be argued that verbs of volition in 
those structures contain certain features which call 
for disjoint reference. 
Interpretation picture tests are used to asseso 
second language learners' understanding of pronominal 
vi 
leference. Adult native speakers of English are tested 
at the beginning, intermediate and advanced levels of 
university Spanish language study. 
Results show that in simple sentences students 
have no difficulty interpreting pronouns, when complex 
sentences are used, results show that regardless of 
complement type (indicative, subjunctive), students 
initially define the complement sentence as the binding 
domain for its subject, and allow the subject to 
(co)refer freely. The acquisition of the requirement 
for disjoint reference develops through the interaction 
of lexical/semantic properties of main verbs with the 
structural principles. 
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CHAPTER I 
LINGUISTIC THEORY AND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION 
1.1. Introduction 
Predicting and explaining difficulties which occur 
during the process of learning a second language (L2) 
has been the concern of applied linguists. Although 
research in L2 acquisition does not imply a certain 
teaching method, the findings have been taken into 
account for the purposes of syllabus design, teaching 
material, teaching itself or for assessment testing 
(Hyltenstam and Pienemann, 1985). In the past, 
research in L2 acquisition has turned to available 
versions of language theory for direction. Two of the 
most prominent approaches to language instruction based 
on linguistic theory were Contrastive Analysis (Fries, 
1945; Lado, 1957) and Creative Construction (Dulay and 
Burt, 1974). 
1 
Contrastive Analysis relied on structuralism, in 
which language acquisition was thought to consist of 
3 set of linguistic habits. Creative 
Construction had its basis in a form of generative 
grammar where language acquisition was thought to be a 
rule-governed process. Neither model, however, was 
able to adequately predict nor explain the difficulties 
that were encountered in second language acquisition. 
The current parameter-setting model for second 
language acquisition (Flynn, 1984, 1985, 1987) holds 
promise with its predictive and explanatory power. It 
relies on the theory of Universal Grammar (Chomsky, 
1981a) for the principles that determine the basic 
structure of the first language acquired, and 
associates these principles with parameters that have 
to be set by experience. In second language 
acquisition, the principles remain constant, but 
parameters for the particular language being learned 
may have to be reset. The resetting of parameters 
occurs when there is a mismatch between the values of a 
parameter in LI and L2. 
•• 
One of these parameters, the ProDrop parameter, 
differentiates English from Spanish, in that English is 
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considered a [-prodrop] language whereas Spanish is a 
[+prodrop] language. in learning Spanish, an English 
speaker must reset this parameter. 
In this thesis, the parameter-setting model will 
guide the study of the acquisition of pronominal 
reference by adult speakers of English learning Spanish 
in the classroom setting. An attempt will be made to 
link linguistic theory with textbook presentations as 
it applies to a particular point of Spanish grammar 
that has been difficult for teachers to present and for 
students to master—the subjunctive mood. 
The basis for the explanations of the use and 
meaning of the subjunctive found in most college level 
textbooks has its roots in the grammar of the Real 
Academia Espanola. Consistent with those explanations, 
the textbooks used for instruction (Jarvis, 1986; 
Neale-Silva, 1986; Terrel, 1986; Valencia, 1988), have 
overlooked some key elements. Although distinctions 
are made as to the type of verbs in the main clause 
that call for the subjunctive in the dependent clause, 
pronominal reference in subjunctive clauses is not 
adequately addressed. 
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This study will use elements of linguistic theory 
to focus on the interpretation of the pronominal 
subject of a subjunctive clause. Specifically, this 
work intends to show within a parameterized theory of 
second language acquisition how students come to know 
that in sentences where Volition is expressed in the 
main clause, the pronoun in the subjunctive clause must 
refer to someone other that the subject of the main 
clause, that is, that it must be disjoint in reference. 
This study will test the theoretical framework as 
it pertains to the acquisition of pronominal reference 
in subjunctive clauses where Volition is expressed. By 
using a picture interpretation task, informed decisions 
will be taken to suggest how the findings of this 
research can be used to modify textbook presentations. 
1.2. Approach to the Problem 
The investigation of the acquisition of the 
disjoint reference requirement (DRR) in adult second 
language acquisition is carried out within the 
framework of the Government-Binding Theory of grammar. 
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The analysis will endeavor to draw conclusions 
regarding pedagogical implications in college level 
foreign language study. 
Within Government-Binding Theory, Universal 
Grammar (UG) is characterized as a set of sub-theories, 
each with its set of central principles. A principle 
can vary between an unmarked and a marked parametric 
value (Chomsky, 1986). 
In a parameterized theory of second language (L2) 
acquisition, the language learner will have to set the 
limits, or parameters, for the new language he is 
learning. Evidence of the role of certain principles 
of UG in first (LI) and second (L2) language 
acquisition would make it possible not only to provide 
relevant information in specifying principles for UG, 
but also to demonstrate more directly how a particular 
principle interacts with the language learning 
experience (Flynn, 1986). 
In Chomsky's (1981a) formulation of the principles 
contained in Binding Theory, Spanish does not seem to 
be consistent with what is known as Principle B with 
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respect to the obligatory subject-subject disjoint 
reference requirement (drr) in some structures with 
subjunctive complements. Therefore, an exploration as 
to whether Principle B is indeed a principle needs to 
be clarified before any claims can be made regarding 
the interaction of such a principle with the language 
learning experience. 
* 
In addressing the DRR in subjunctive complements, 
Picallo (1985) argues that subjunctive clauses will be 
realized when the main predicate sub-categorizes for a 
sentence (S) whose head inflection node (Infl) lacks 
the verbal features to properly govern the subject 
position, but contains the nominal features with which 
the subject is cosuperscribed. Thus the subjunctive 
has agreement, but is tenseless, since it fails to 
denote time. 
On the other hand, Padilla (1985) argues that 
proposed strictly structural accounts which assume 
subjunctive complements to be tenseless and which 
incorporate the element Tense into the definition of 
binding domains for pronominals are untenable for case 
B. He empirically shows that in first language 
acquisition of Spanish that lexical/semantic piopeities 
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of [+volitional] verbs interact with the structural 
principles in determining the DRR. 
In this thesis, I will support Padilla's argument 
by presenting the results of a series of experimental 
studies designed to test how adult native speakers of 
English learning Spanish define the binding domain in 
cases like B. These adults will be tested at the 
beginning, intermediate and advanced levels in 
university foreign language classrooms. 
Interpretation picture tests will be used in three 
independent but related studies. The first one is 
designed to test their understanding of Binding 
Principles in simple sentences where the proforms in 
direct object position are to be distributed equally in 
the LI as in the L2. The second and third tests 
directly address the issue of the DRR in complex 
sentences. 
It is hypothesized that English speakers learning 
Spanish, regardless of their level, will have no 
difficulty with proforms in simple sentences. The 
results of complex sentences would show that regardless 
of complement type (indicative, subjunctive), these 
7 
adult English speakers of Spanish as a second language 
would initially define the complement sentence as the 
binding domain for its subject, and would allow the 
subject to (co)refer freely. The drr would develop 
through the interaction of lexical/semantic properties 
of main verbs with the structural principles, and not 
as a function of Tense. 
I will argue that the early grammar of Spanish in 
L2 speakers shows evidence that principles of UG and LI 
are in operation and that such grammar differs from the 
adult native grammar with respect to the way parameters 
need to be set. That is, that in Spanish, verbs of 
volition call for disjoint reference in the complement 
clause, whereas in English a full sentential complement 
does not appear with verbs of volition. 
Central to this study is the hypothesis that 
grammatical development is a "continuous" process in 
the sense that each of the intermediate grammars falls 
within well-defined limits, as specified by the theory 
of grammar. 
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1.3. Presentation of the Problem 
According to the theory of Universal Grammar (UG) , 
explanatory accounts for the language learning process 
should be able to: (see Flynn, 1986, 1987) 
(a) determine the extent to which components 
of the essential language faculty involved 
in LI acquisition are involved in L2 
acquisition. 
(b) account for the role of experience and 
still maintain that the essential language 
faculty also determines L2 acquisition. 
In this study, these two requirements will guide 
the presentation of the acquisition of the Disjoint 
Reference Requirement in some subjunctive clauses in 
adult second language acquisition. 
This chapter will be devoted to presenting the set 
of structural principles that have been proposed within 
Government Binding theory as developed by Chomsky 
(1981a, 1986a, 1986b). These principles will provide 
a background for the study of the obligatory disjoint 
9 
reference interpretation of the subject in some 
subjunctive clauses, and how they relate to the 
immediate higher subject in complex sentences in L2 
acquisition. 
Issues in L2 acquisition research will be 
investigated in chapter II in an attempt to isolate the 
role that experience in LI will have in L2 acquisition. 
In Chapter III, the rationale, design and 
methodology for a series of studies based on the 
linguistic analysis in Chapter I are presented. 
Chapter IV reports the results of the studies in terms 
of the questions raised in Chapter III. In Chapter V, 
the results and their pedagogical implications are 
discussed. 
1.4. Universal Grammar 
One of the goals of linguistic inquiry is to 
separate those properties that are language specific 
from those that belong to the abstract properties that 
are part of Universal Grammar. The theory of UG must 
meet two conditions (Chomsky, 1981a): it must be 
10 
compatible with the diversity of existing grammars, and 
it must be sufficiently constrained and restrictive in 
the options it permits so as to account for the fact 
that each of these grammars develops in the mind on the 
basis of quite limited evidence. 
What UG presents is a highly structured theory 
based on a number of fundamental principles that 
sharply restrict the class of attainable grammars and 
narrowly constrain their form, but with parameters that 
have to be fixed by experience. The languages that are 
determined by fixing parametric values one way or 
another will appear to be quite diverse, since the 
consequences of one set of linguistic choices may be 
very different from another set. This grammar, as 
Chomsky proposes, is only indirectly related to 
experience, the relation being mediated by UG. 
1.5. Anaphora 
Anaphora has be generally defined as the relation 
that exists between a referentially dependent 
expression, an anaphor, and an antecedent. (see Lust, 
1986; Wasow, 1986 for details). Central to the theory 
11 
of anaphora is how the interpretation of the anaphor is 
determined. As Lust (1986) points out, anaphora 
provides a critical focus for study of language 
acquisition because anaphors do not have independent 
reference, they require computation i.e., determination 
of their relation to their antecedent. Their 
interpretation cannot be determined solely by 
properties of the anaphor per se, as in the case where 
the anaphor is a null noun phrase (NP), and no sensory 
information is contained in the stimulus. Thus, the 
study of anaphora allows for the evaluation of the 
general principles the language learner may bring to 
bear from within. 
The relations of anaphora in Government Binding 
Theory are dealt with by the theory of Control and the 
theory of Binding, although the grammatical factors 
which anaphora consults are argued to be basic to 
perhaps all grammatical modules in UG. 
1.6. Control Theory 
Control theory is mostly concerned with the 
interpretation of subjects of infinitival complements, 
12 
such as in (1), where pro stands for the empty subject 
which roust be assigned a referent. 
(1) a. Ryan* ordered Nicholas^ [PROj to 
eat]. 
b. Ryarij. promised Nicholas^ [PRO* to 
eat]. 
Interpretation of Nicholas as the antecedent or 
'controller' of PRO in (la), and Ryan as the controller 
in (lb) is said to be carried out by some sort of 
Control Rule which takes into account the lexical 
properties of these verbs (see Chomsky, 1980 for 
details). In verbal phrase (VP) complements, such as 
(1) above, the interpretation of the complement is 
determined by the matrix verb. This relation in which 
the matrix verb obligatorily determines the 
interpretation of the complement anaphor is referred to 
as a 'control' relation. 
Thus, when the matrix verb is 'order' the subject 
of the matrix clause, in this case Ryan, is the 
antecedent of the complement anaphor. When the matrix 
verb is 'promise', the matrix object, Nicholas in this 
case, serves as complement subject. Thus the variation 
13 
of interpretation in sentences (la) and (lb) is due to 
the difference in the matrix verb. 
However, it is not always the case that the matrix 
verb determines the interpretation of the complement 
anaphor. Whether or not the matrix verb controls the 
complement anaphor depends upon the structure of the 
complement sentence. For example, in (2) the 
interpretation of the complement anaphor is not 
directly determined by the control properties of the 
matrix verb. 
(2) a. Ryan± promised Nicholas^ that he±,j 
would leave. 
b. Ryan* told Nicholas^ that hei.^ 
would leave. 
These sentences differ from VP complements such as 
in (1) above in several ways. Unlike VP complements, 
the embedded sentence in sentential complements 
includes an overt subject (he) and it is tensed. Thus, 
the embedded clause in sentential complements is a full 
sentence. 
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Sentential complements also differ from VP 
complements in the type of anaphor they have. in 
sentential complements, the subject of the embedded 
clause is a pronominal. Similar to null anaphors, 
pronominal anaphors may also be defined in relation to 
another term in the sentence or in general discourse. 
However, they differ from null anaphors in that their 
interpretation is not obligatorily determined, but 
rather is free in reference. 
1.7. Binding Theory 
As formulated by Chomsky (1981a), Binding Theory 
contains following principles, referred to as 
Principles A, B, and C: 
(3) A. An anaphor (reciprocals, reflexives, 
NP-trace) is bound in its governing 
category. 
B. A pronominal (pronouns) is free in its 
governing category. 
C. An R-expression (names, variables) is 
free. 
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Chomsky (1981a) characterizes governing category 
as follows (4): 
(4) a is the governing category for G if 
and only if, a is the minimal 
category containing G, a 
governor of G, where a = NP or s, 
and a Subject accessible to G. 
From definition (4) it can be derived that 
pronominals and anaphors are in complementary 
distribution. Data like (5) and (6) show that this is 
true both in English and in Spanish for proforms in 
direct object position. An anaphor (reflexive) must be 
bound within S to an NP antecedent, while a pronominal 
(pronoun) must be free in reference. Coindexing is 
used in these examples to indicate how the indexed 
terms are related. 
(5) a. The boy± dresses *him±/himself*. 
b. 'The boy± dresses himj/*himself3'. 
(6) a. El nino± *lo±/sei viste. 
'The boy 3s self dresses.' 
b. El nino± loj/*sed viste]. 
'The boy 3s other bathes.' 
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Where anaphors are the subject of an infinitival 
phrase, the notion of accessible subject becomes 
necessaiy in explaining sentences such as (7). 
(7) The boysi brought NP[pencils [e . for 
Ueach other± to use]]]. 
In (7) the lower S' is the governing category for 
each other, since it contains a (each other), and a 
governor of a (for). The sentence should be 
ungrammatical, since each other is free in S'; instead, 
each other is bound to the first accessible Subject and 
the sentence is well formed in terms of anaphoric 
relations. 
However, data such as (8), illustrative of the 
relation that anaphors/pronominals within an NP bear to 
the subject of the clause, show that a wrong assumption 
in (4) might be in defining domain in the same way for 
anaphors and pronominals. 
(8) a. They^bought N*»[each other's± 
cars]. 
b. They± bought NP[their*,n cars]. 
17 
In (8a) each other should be bound to they, and 
their in (8b) should be free, i.e. disjoint in 
reference with respect to they, but as shown in (8b), 
they may corefer freely. 
In order to account for such data, Huang (1983) 
proposed that the notion of accessible Subject is only 
relevant for anaphors and not for pronominals. 
Padilla (1985), using data from Spanish as shown 
in (9), pointed to the non-complementarity of 
Principles A and B within prepositional phrases, to 
suggest that not only the notion of accessibility, but 
also that the notion of Subject itself might be 
irrelevant for pronominals in Spanish. 
(9) a. Elvira* tiro la pelota detras de si 
misma*. 
'Elvira threw the ball behind herself'. 
b. Elvira* tiro la pelota detras de 
ella*,j. 
'Elvira threw the ball behind her'. 
18 
in (9a) the pp contains a (si misma), a governor 
of a (detras de), and no subject; the accessible 
subject (AGR/Elvira) is found in S; therefore s is the 
governing category for the anaphor. in (9b) however, 
the pronominal 'ella' is free in reference. The pp 
constitutes its governing category although it contains 
no subject. Thus, he argued that not only nominal 
categories but also prepositional phrases may 
constitute binding domains. 
Wexler and Manzini (1987), argue that the 
definition given in (4) represents one value of the 
governing category parameter, since it cannot properly 
account for all instances of binding in Icelandic. 
They propose a new definition of governing category 
(10), that introduces the new values of the parameter. 
(10) a is a governing category for G if and only 
if a is the minimal category which contains 
£, and 
a. has a subject, or 
b. has an Inflection, or 
c. has a Tense, or 
d. has an indicative Tense, or 
e. has a root Tense 
19 
While the definition of governing category in (4) 
may account for English, it apparently only partially 
accounts for the total observed range of variation. 
Thus, it seems necessary to parameterize the definition 
of govering category in order to account for the 
interpretation of proforms in all the instances in 
which they appear. (See Huang, 1986, Harbert, 1983, 
Bouchard, 1982, on these issues). 
Since Padilla has shown that tenselessness in the 
subjunctive is untenable for Spanish, this study will 
explore the notion of Tense in subjunctive clauses in 
Spanish through a series of experiments designed to 
assess how adult speakers of English acquiring Spanish 
in classroom settings as their second language will 
interpret data like (11): 
(11) a. Marta dice que viene. (Ind) 
'Marta says that ls/3s comes.' 
b. Marta dice que venga. (Sub) 
'Marta tells 3s to come.' 
While in (11a) 
may corefer freely. 
the subject of the embedded clause 
in (lib) it must be obligatorily 
20 
respect to interpreted as disjoint in reference with 
the matrix clause; i.e. free with respect to the matrix 
subject as in the case of object pronouns with respect 
to the subject of simple sentences such as (6). 
Initially the difference might be attributed to 
the use of the Indicative mood in (11a) and the 
Subjunctive mood in (lib). However, this contrast is 
not sufficient since disjoint reference does not always 
occur with the subjunctive, as is exemplified in (12): 
(12) a. Joaquin* niega que vayai,j a la fiesta. 
'Joaquin denies that he is going to the 
party'. 
b. Joaquin* quiere que vaya^ a la fiesta. 
'Joaquin wants him to go to the party'. 
In (12a), the subject of the embedded clause can 
(co)refer freely, whereas in (12b), it is obligatorily 
disjoint in reference. 
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1.8. Acquisition Issues 
How will the second language learners approach the 
problem with the proforms within subordinate clauses in 
cases such as (11)? if they are only guided by the 
Principles of Binding, they would be able to determine 
that the subject of the complements must not be bound 
within the lower clause, but not that the relations 
between matrix and embedded subjects are different in 
(11a) and (lib) . 
Since only a partial solution is available from 
the Principles of Binding, the question arises as to 
what other linguistic factors, as opposed to contextual 
factors, would be available to the L2 learner to arrive 
at the final solution. 
If complementarity of distribution of proforms 
within a domain is a structural manifestation of the 
Principles of Binding, then correct interpretation of 
proforms in simple sentences would be easier for an 
adult learning Spanish. If indeed this is so, not only 
would different acquisition patterns be predicted for 
proforms within simple and complex sentences (S and 
S'), but also that adults would be predicted to solve 
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the problem of anaphora in their second language 
earlier for proforms within S as a minimal binding 
category than within S'. 
The acquisition issues involved in establishing 
the binding domains relevant for anaphors and 
pronominals within S are directly addressed by the 
first study (Base study). it is assumed that since 
complementarity of distribution is equal in LI and L2 
in this domain, that acquisition will be facilitated. 
The acquisition of the DRR in some structures with 
subjunctive complements will cause more difficulty for 
the L2 learner as a parametric resetting will have to 
occur. These issues will be addressed in the second 
(Inflection Study) and the third studies (Lexical Class 
Study). 
1.9. The Disjoint Reference Requirement 
In this section the case of the obligatory 
disjoint reference of the subject of a subjunctive 
clause to the subject of the matrix clause is defined. 
The discussion is based on Spanish, although the same 
facts would hold for other ProDrop languages. 
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It has been assumed that [pro] is characterized by 
the features [+pronominal, -anaphor] like its 
corresponding phonologically realized category. it 
will appear in governed positions and will be assigned 
Case. 
Spanish, like Italian, is a ProDrop language. 
That is, it allows for empty subjects (pro) in finite 
clauses as in (13) and (14). 
(13) a. (pro) escribe. 
' 3s writes 1. 
b. *(pro) writes. 
(14) a. (pro) insiste que (pro) venga a tiempo. 
'3s insists that 3s come on time', 
b. *(pro) insists that (pro) come on time. 
This absence of pronominal subjects, and a cluster 
of other properties such as the free inversion of 
subjects may be related to the use of verbal agreement 
(Chomsky, 1981; Hyams, 1983; Picallo, 1984; Rizzi, 
1982, Torrego, 1984). The identification of what all 
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the grammatical consequences of the ProDrop parameter 
are have yet to be explored. 
1.10. The Linguistic Problem 
The pronominal subject of subordinate clauses in 
sentences like (14a) is predicted by Principle B of the 
Binding Theory to be free within its governing category 
- in this case the subordinate clause - which contains 
B (the pronominal empty category pro), and a governor 
of Agreement B (AGR) . As predicted, pro is free within 
the lower clause. However, Principle B makes no 
provision for the binding facts outside of the 
governing category. 
(15) a. Elena* sabe que [pro±,j tiene (Ind) 
un examen]. 
'Elena knows that 3s has an exam'. 
b. Elenaj. quiere que [prod tenga (Sub) 
un examen]. 
'Elena wants that 3s have an exam'. 
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In (15a) the subject of the embedded clause may 
corefer freely, but in (15b) it must be obligatorily 
interpreted as disjoint in reference with respect to 
the subject clause. 
1.11. The Acquisition Problem 
Adults learning Spanish will be presented with 
data such as (15). if they are guided by the 
Principles of Binding, as they apply to English, their 
LI, they would be able to determine that the subject of 
the complements is free in reference, but not that the 
relations between matrix and embedded subjects are 
different in (15a) and (15b). 
If the Principles of Binding guide the language 
learner with the acquisition of the initial setting - 
free in reference within its governing category - the 
question arises as to what other linguistic factors 
would be available to the speakers of Spanish to arrive 
at the final solution. 
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Padilla (1985) proposes two approaches in 
accounting for cases such as (15b) when considering the 
current theory of binding: 
(i) To modify the present formulation of 
Principle B or of the domain of application 
of this principle in order to account for 
the obligatory DRR interpretation between 
the subjects as in (15b). 
(ii) To keep the present formulation of 
Principle B and of its domain of 
application as an approximation of 
initial constraints; regard (15b) as cases 
which have to be incorporated through 
experience and by reference to 
non-configurational factors. 
( - . 
Attempts have been made to approach the problem as 
in (i), by associating the contrast between (15a) and 
(15b) to characteristics of the Infl node of the 
subordinate clause, in that subjunctive clauses are not 
specified for tense (Rivero, 1971; Lujan, 1979, and 
Picallo, 1984, 1985) . 
27 
This study takes the view, as in Padilla (1985) 
that such a property is untenable for Spanish, i will 
here support his proposal that obviation is determined 
by the interaction of the principles of binding with 
the semantics of the lexical items that control the 
subjunctive clauses. Therefore, an approach which is 
consonant with (ii) is taken. 
It is argued that although Chomsky's (1981a) 
definition of governing category as the domain of 
application of the Binding Principles determines that 
the subject of indicative and subjunctive clauses such 
as (15a,b) must be free within the clause, the relation 
between the complement and the matrix subjects follows 
from an independent factor which takes into account the 
semantics of the main verb in barring a coreferential 
reading between the subjects of complements governed by 
lexical items which express volition or purpose. 
1.12. The Subjunctive: The Mood and its Tense 
When an action is spoken of, it can be related to 
an objective reality as in (16a), or to the attitude of 
the speaker with respect to that action, as in (16b). 
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(16) a. La puerta esta (Ind) cerrada. 
'The door is closed'. 
b. Temo que la puerta este (Sub) cerrada. 
'I am afraid that the door is closed'. 
This contrast between reality/unreality is the 
basic difference between the indicative and the 
subjunctive moods. 
In (16b) it can also be observed that the 
subjunctive appears in the dependent clause. Verbs in 
the main clause that express fear, doubt, volition, 
etc. involve the verb in the subordinate clause in the 
unreality that these verbs express. Although the 
subjunctive usually appears in the dependent clause, it 
can be used in simple sentences where volition or doubt 
is expressed, as in (17): 
(17) a. En paz descanse. 
'May 3s rest in peace'. 
*• 
b. Acaso vengan hoy. 
'Perhaps they will come today'. 
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1.13. classification of the Subjunctive Used in 
Textbook Presentations 
The presentations found in most Spanish language 
textbooks have their roots on the explanations given by 
the Real Academia Espanola. The Gramatica (1979). 
distinguishes between two types of subjunctives: 
potential and optative. In the first group belong 
actions that are conceived as doubtful or possible, 
whereas in the second, actions that are considered 
necessary or desired are found. In explaining the 
meaning and uses of these two types of subjunctives it 
is mentioned that if the main clause and the 
subordinate clause have the same subject, that where 
need or desire is expressed, the optative subjunctive 
would not be used, but that instead the infinitival 
construction would appear in such structures. 
A brief summary of the Real Academia Espanola's 
(1979) analysis of the meaning and use of subjunctive 
tenses will follow: 
Present The present form of the subjunctive has a 
value of both present and future. The present 
subjunctive is an absolute tense that denotes 
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coincidence of the action with the moment of speaking, 
but it is also imperfect insofar as the action is seen 
in progress without paying attention to its temporal 
limits. it is this aspect that allows for its use when 
denoting future actions. 
Present Perfect The present perfect indicates a 
perfected and past action that retains its relationship 
with the present. Thus, this tense is used to express 
a perfected action in the past or in the future. 
Imperfect The imperfect subjunctive expresses an 
action which is past, present or future but whose 
beginning or end are left undefined. 
Pluperfect The pluperfect subjunctive expresses 
an action which is past and perfected and which is 
anterior to another past action. 
This explanation of the meaning and use of the 
subjunctive has served as the basis for those found in 
most Spanish language textbooks. When it comes to 
pronominal reference in subjunctive clauses, these 
textbooks generally mention that with verbs of 
volition, an infinitive should follow if there is no 
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change of subject. However, no mention is made of the 
fact that with epistemic verbs, the infinitival clause 
cannot follow, and that the subject pronoun in the 
subjunctive clause does not always refer to somoeone 
other than the subject of the main clause. 
The unreal character of the action expressed with 
the different forms of the subjunctive causes the 
strictly temporal relation of its tenses to be less 
clear than those of the indicative. So, for the nine 
tenses that the indicative has in Spanish, there are 
only really four in the subjunctive, since the two 
future tenses are rarely used in modern Spanish. This 
and the fact that the tenses of the subjunctive are 
relative or indirectly measured has led many to the 
conclusion that the notion of Tense is inadequate for 
the subjunctive. 
1.14. The Features [PAST] and [PERFECT] 
If Tense in Spanish is understood to have the 
features [±Past], [iPerfect], (Otero, 1974), it is 
necessary to investigate whether these features are 
present in the subjunctive in order to ascertain 
whether subjunctives can be characterized as tenseless. 
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The value of the feature [PAST] is assigned in 
reference to a constant point called Present. With the 
[±Past], the temporal context of a subject-predicate 
relation prior to the moment of speech will be 
expressed as [+Past] and from the present onwards as 
[-Past ] . 
The feature [PERFECT] would specify whether within 
[±Past] an event is interpreted as occurring at a point 
in time or during an interval. 
By combining these two features, the four 
possibilities are: [- past, +perfect], [-past, 
-perfect], [+past, +perfect], [+past, -perfect]. 
1.15. Agreement of Tenses 
Rivero (1971), and Lujan (1979) observe that 
indicative clauses are autonomous because there seems 
to be a lack of restriction on the possible sequence of 
tenses between main and subordinate clauses, as in 
(18a), while (18b) and (18c) show that there are 
restrictions on the possible sequence of tenses when 
the complement is inflected for the subjunctive. 
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(18) a. Piensa 
Pensaba 
Ha pensado 
Habia pensado 
Habra pensado 
Habria pensado 
Pensara 
Pensaria 
que viene 
venia 
ha venido 
habia venido 
habra venido 
habria venido 
vendra 
vendria [IND] 
that he is coming 
was coming 
has come 
had come 
will have come 
would have come 
will come 
would come 
viniera 
hubiera venido 
*venga 
*haya venido [SUB] 
came' 
had come 
*comes 
*has come 
'He thinks 
thought 
has thought 
had thought 
will have thought 
would have thought 
will think 
would think 
b. Lamente que 
'I regretted that he 
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c. Prefiero que venga 
haya vendido 
*viniera 
♦hubiera venido [SUB] 
'I prefer that he comes' 
has come 
*came 
*had come 
Picallo (1984, 1985) formulates this 
observation within the GB framework by stating that the 
expansion of the INFL node of the indicative and 
subjunctive is as in (19), and that the [ipast] 
morphological marker of subjunctives are restricted to 
the [ipast] morphological markers of the main 
predicate. 
(19) a. [+AGR, +TENSE] indicative 
b. [+AGR, -TENSE] subjunctive 
She argues that subjunctive sentences are linked 
with respect to tense marking. Thus, the subjunctive 
may be considered in some sense as being 'anaphoric1, 
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since it is in the domain of an anaphoric tensed s that 
a prononimal subject cannot freely corefer with an 
accessible NP. 
On the other hand, Farley (1965), Suner (1979) and 
Padilla (1985) claim that the agreement of tenses 
between the matrix and complement subjunctive clauses 
is not an automatic process. 
1.16. Non-Automatic Agreement of Tenses 
In this section, Padilla's argument for 
non-automatic agreement of tenses is developed. 
For each verb class Padilla examined the four 
possible combinations of [ipast matrix verb ... ipast 
subjunctive complement verb]. After careful analysis 
of the exhaustive data base, the conclusion was drawn 
that to state that the INFL node of subjunctive clauses 
is not lexically specified (i.e. does not contain 
time-frame features such as [±past], [iperfective]) is 
not consistent with the data. 
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Furthermore, he showed that the restrictions on 
tense agreement, i.e. [isubsequence] between verbs of 
subjunctive clauses and main verbs cannot be attributed 
to properties of the subjunctive clauses themselves 
because: 
i) Except for the 'querer' and the 'ignorar' type 
verbs, unlike sequences of tenses are allowed; 
therefore subjunctive clauses must have 
independent specifications for tense. 
ii) Whenever there is a choice of [ipast] in the 
complement clause, each particular choice is 
associated with a difference in 
interpretation, usually translatable into 
temporal relations which include the moment of 
speaking as one of the points of reference. 
iii) Some unlike sequences of tenses, as in the 
case of the 'ordenar' type of verbs, are 
anomalous because of a requirement imposed by 
the semantics of the main predicate for the 
action of the complement clause to be 
subsequent in time. 
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1.17. Lexical Properties of Main Verbs 
In the previous section it was shown why the claim 
that subjunctive clauses in Spanish are tenseless is 
untenable. in this section the approach is taken that 
control and obviation appear to be complementary 
manifestations of the same phenomenon. 
In general, predicates subcategorizing for a 
structure of subject obligatory control allow 
alternatively a subjunctive clause in which the subject 
is interpreted as obviative with respect to the main 
clause subject, as in (20), and an infinitival clause 
where the null subject of an infinitive (PRO) is 
interpreted as coreferential, as in (21). If the 
matrix verb does not take an infinitival complement, as 
in (22), the subject of the clausal complement is free 
to corefer, as in (23). 
(20) PrOi quiere que [prod venga] 
’S/he wants that s/he come'. 
(21) PrOi quiere [PR0± venir] 
'S/he wants to come.' 
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(22) *Pro± ignora [PRO*, comer en la fiesta] 
S/ha doesn't know to eat in the party' 
(23) PrOi ignora que [pro1(j vaya a comer 
en la fiesta]. 
'S/he doesn't know that s/he is going to 
eat at the party'. 
The group of verbs that take infinitival 
complements is the one that in traditional grammar 
called for what is labeled as the optative 
subjunctive. In this category verbs that express 
desire, want, influence are found. These can be 
treated as having the feature [+volition]. 
1.18. Summary 
In this section, it was seen how textbook 
explanations regarding pronominal reference in 
subjunctive clauses are not complete, and how 
analyses which relate the disjoint reference facts to 
absence of tense in the subjunctive mood has been shown 
not to hold for Spanish. 
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Although disjoint reference facts imply 
subjunctive mood, the opposite is not true. The 
DR/subjunctive correlation follows from the fact that 
lexical items that express volition refer to 
hypothetical events, which in Spanish are associated 
with the subjunctive mood. Restrictions on tense 
agreement were found not to correlate with disjoint 
reference facts; both are independent phenomena, 
although related in the sense that both constraints are 
imposed by the semantic content of the main predicate. 
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CHAPTER II 
SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION 
2.1. Second Language Acquisition 
Second language acquisiton (L2) theory has been 
developed in several areas based upon principled 
approaches. Two of the more well-developed ones have 
been elaborated under the headings of Contrastive 
Analysis (CA) (Fries, 1945; Lado, 1957) and Creative 
Construction (CC) (Dulay and Burt, 1974). In both 
cases the approaches relied upon then current versions 
of language theory. 
CA in its traditional form was based upon a 
structuralist approach to language in which L2 
acquisition was thought to consist of learning a fixed 
set of linguistic habits. Second language acquisition 
in the CC model, where the theoretical basis was a form 
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of generative theory of language, was thought to be a 
creative, rule-governed process. 
Both of these models possessed an important 
element of the L2 process. For CA it was the role of 
the first language (LI), while for CC, more was made of 
principles of acquisition rather than first language 
acquisition itself. Despite those elements, both 
models failed to suggest a unifying structure that 
would allow for a complete explanation of second 
language learning (Flynn, 1985a). 
For CA, the failure was due in part to the 
linguistic theory upon which it had based its 
premises. Behaviour, according to the structuralist 
theories predicated on behaviourism itself, was seen as 
a major force in language development. The weaknesses 
of the behaviouristic approach has been demonstrated by 
Chomsky (1986a) since it is not possible to 
characterize language learning as a habit formation 
process, given the productivity and systemacity of 
natural languages and since behaviourism has not been 
able to explain how knowledge is acquired or used. 
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While Creative construction theory has affinities 
with contemporary linguistic considerations, it left 
questions of second language acquisition unresolved and 
virtually untestable (see review in Flynn, 1985a). 
Like Constructive Analysis, the Creative Construction 
theory was not able to predict nor explain the 
acquisition of a second language. 
Until then, no one had successfully developed 
theories of second language acquisition that would take 
into account the mature knowledge of LI already 
exisiting in the speaker, while L2 may have been 
considered an addition to LI theory, there may in fact 
be much in the study of the L2 data which does indeed 
relate most directly and immediately to language theory 
at every level, and especially to the importance of 
experience in acquisition. 
As in Flynn (1985a, 1985b, 1986, 1987), any new 
theory of L2 acquisition should be based upon studies 
reflecting not only behaviour, but the latest 
linguistic theory. In this way, elements of 
predecessor CA and CC would be integrated into a new, 
unified theory. (Wode, 1976, 1982; Andersen, 1983; 
Gundel and Tarone, 1983; Rutherford, 1983; Eckman, 
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1977; Zobel, 1980; Gass, 1980; Selinker, 1984; white, 
1983, 1987; Phinney, 1987). 
In the last decade great strides have been made in 
developing a theory of L2 for adult language 
acquisition. Studies have converged on aspects of 
Universal Grammar (UG), e.g., Phonology: Broselow, 
1983; Syntax: Flynn, (1983a, 1984, 1985a, 1985b, 
1986) ; Hyams, (1986); Liceras, (1983); White, (1985, 
1987) ; Phinney (1987); Muysken and Clahsen, (1984). 
From these studies, and many others, has emerged solid 
evidence supporting the role of UG in L2 acquisition. 
Furthermore, these have served as a basis for a theory 
of L2 acquisition reflecting broader and deeper 
principles in general acquisition theory. 
This chapter will describe these latest reports 
and their effect on current L2 acquisition theory and 
general linguisitc theory. It will be shown that the 
principles of L2 acquisition are defined by the same 
set of principles developed for LI. Despite 
differences among LI language groups, L2 experiences 
can be accounted for in a universally applicable 
* m 
fashion. The controversy surrounding aspects of 
current L2 theory will also be outlined. While debate 
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is fueled by the newness of this realm of study, it 
seems clear that linking generative theory and second 
language acquisition will serve as more than an 
exercise--it will cast light on the foundations of 
linguistic theory. 
2.2. Universal Grammar and L2 Acquisition 
In a highly idealized picture of language 
acquisition, Universal Grammar is taken 
to be a characterization of the child's 
pre-linguistic state (Chomsky, 1981:7) [And 
principles of Universal Grammar] sharply 
restrict the class of grammars and narrowly 
constrain their form, but with parameters that 
have to be fixed by experience (Chomsky, 
1981:4) . 
As suggested above, all natural languages are 
based upon theoretical and linguistically fundamental 
principles, and these bases are the foundation for a 
theory of Universal Grammar. Analysis seeks to 
determine what parameters are set by the LI learner's 
mind at the beginning of language acquisition. In this 
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section, this suggestion is carried further, 
forecasting a language learner's dependence on 
structure in creating hypotheses about spoken language. 
Structure dependence in this case 
means that experienced language will be 
analyzed in terms of an abstract 
representation of sentence stimuli. Early 
hypotheses about grammatical components are 
defined on sentences of words analyzed into 
abstract phrases (Lust,1986:3). 
According to Chomsky (1981) and Lust (1986), 
structure dependence is not learned, but forms a part 
of the conditions for language learning. How we 
speak—form, content, context and sound production--is 
more than gathering words in an utterance. Beneath the 
sounds is an unspoken, intrinsic substructure which the 
learner must know. 
In her research, Lust (1986) adds to that concept 
by suggesting that UG possesses a deductive component 
in LI learning that is determined by the application of 
biologically determined principles and parameters to 
the structure dependent experience of primary data. 
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Universal Grammar seeks to explain the acquisition 
of a speaker's first language, one might assume that 
the principles expounded on that subject would have 
little to do with L2 acquisition, because a L2 learner 
approaches L2 with a predisposition based upon a 
uniquely different maturational experience in LI. it 
would seem possible that age could influence 
developmental patterns significantly in most cases of 
LI and L2 acquisition in a given individual (Johnson 
and Newport, 1987). The relatively complete framework 
of structure-dependent hypotheses which characterizes 
LI probably finds no equivalent need in the L2 process. 
The opposite, though, may be true: where Universal 
Grammar suggests certain very fundamental principles 
for the acquisition of any language, it follows in UG 
that for L2, L3, etc. these basic principles are also 
valid and at play. Recent evidence indeed suggests 
that the latter may be the case, that LI and L2 
learners are subject to the very same principles of 
acquisition (Comrie, 1984; Flynn, 1983a, 1983b, 1984, 
1985, 1986; Liceras, 1983; Phinney, 1987; White, 1985b, 
1987) . 
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2.3. Acquisition Findings 
2.3.1. The Role of UG 
It follows in the discussion that certain concepts 
inherent to UG should be exhibited in second language 
acquisition. To establish that L2 learners also use 
structure dependent hypotheses, and that the rules of 
UG that apply to LI also form a basis for L2 
acquisition would be of immense value in understanding 
the process of second language acquisition. 
In the case of structure dependence, L2 studies 
have begun to reveal how L2 learners do not translate 
in a linear fashion between their first language and 
L2, but rather they utilize hypotheses generated from 
their LI experience. 
Hatch (1978) described work up to that time which, 
although not directly seeking to link UG to L2 
acquisition, provides evidence to support further, 
positive studies. Ravem (1968) described Norwegian 
children's acquisition of the English negative as their 
L2 as closely resembling such acquisition in 
English-speaking children where English is their LI 
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(Brown, 1973). Word for word translation would 
certainly not account for the phenomenon Ravem 
describes in his groups of LI and L2 learners using 
Norwegian and English. Were his Norwegian-speaking 
children to have translated directly from their first 
tongue into English, the sentence would not have been 
structurally correct at all. Yet they did acquire the 
correct English forms, allowing for the observation 
that structure dependence may be a primary principle to 
UG in LI and L2 acquisition. 
Liceras (1985) showed how English speakers 
learning Spanish would rely on structure in analyzing 
sentences as in (1) and (2), and how L2 learners may 
not be able to decide whether it is the complementizer 
'que' or a wh-phrase that appears in Spanish 
relativization. 
(1) Ese es el piloto franees que (yo) conoci ayer. 
'That is the French pilot that I met 
yesterday. 
(2) Ese es el piloto franees a quien/al que/al 
cual (yo) conoci ayer. 
'That is the French pilot who/m I met 
yesterday. 
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Flynn (1983a, 1984, 1985b, 1986, 1987) in work 
which has more directly tested the efficacy of a UG 
paradigm in L2 acquisition, reports results from both 
elicited imitation and comprehension tasks in which 
discriminate stimulus sentences based on 
structural differences. in these tests, the stimulus 
items were all controlled in terms of the pragmatics of 
the lexical items used, length of utterance, and number 
of syllables; however, these stimulus sentences varied 
systematically in terms of certain structural factors, 
i.e. the presence or absence of a pronoun anaphor in 
the subordinate clause, and pre- or post-posing of a 
subordinate clause. 
In one test, Spanish speakers were asked to 
imitate complex sentences which involved subject 
pronouns in subordinate adverbial clauses, and which 
varied in terms of pre- and post-posing of the 
subordinate clauses. Pre-posed clauses in (3a) 
corresponed to head-final structures in which the 
complement preceded the head; post-posed clauses 
corresponded to head-initial structures in which the 
head preceded a complement (see Flynn and Espinal, 1985 
for details). In addition, pre- and post-posing of the 
subordinate clauses varied the direction of anaphora. 
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in (3a), the pronoun precedes the antecedent and in 
(3b), the antecedent precedes the noun. 
(3) a. When he walked down the street, the man ate 
ice cream. 
b. The man ate the ice cream when he walked 
down the street. 
Results of this test demonstrated that Spanish 
speakers at an intermediate level of English competence 
imitated sentences containing post-posed (head initial) 
clauses with forward anaphora (3b) significantly better 
than sentences having pre-posed clauses (head final) 
with backward anaphora (3a). This is noteworthy given 
that these adult speakers already productively control 
both types of structures in their Lis. One might have 
expected these speakers to imitate both sentence 
structures with equal ease if they were simply 
translating from their LI and were not responding to 
the differences in structural configurations specified 
by each stimulus sentence. 
White (1985, 1987) reports data which suggest the 
relevance of the ProDrop parameter in adult L2 
acquisition. Using grammaticality judgements on 
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sentences with missing subjects, as in (4), speakers of 
Spanish [+prodrop] and speakers of French [-prodropj, 
gave judgements to a set of sentences. Based on the 
results of these tests, she argues that the Spanish 
subjects are much less accurate than the French at 
identifying the ungrammaticality of missing subjects in 
English [-prodrop], suggesting that the error is indeed 
syntactic. 
(4) *The mailman came. Delivered three letters. 
It is now enough, however, to demonstrate that L2 
acquisition follows from a comparable set of principles 
isolated in LI acquisition. Instead, it is necessary 
to demonstrate how the role of experience can be 
successfully integrated into L2 acquisition theory. 
2.3.2. The Role of Experience 
As suggested by Flynn (1985, 1986, 1987), 
parameters within a theory of grammar provide a means 
of allowing one to account for both variation among 
languages and for the role of experience in LI 
acquisition. The particular value of a parameter will 
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vary from one language to another, and depending upon 
its value, will have a set of deductive consequences 
for the rest of the grammar. 
If principles which determine and explain LI 
acquisition also hold in L2 acquisition, the values of 
those LI principles associated with parameters may in 
some cases match values for the L2 and not in other 
cases. Two different patterns of acquisition might 
thus emerge: one for the case in which the LI matches 
the L2, and one for the case in which the LI does not 
match the L2. In the former case, facilitation might 
be expected. In the latter, one might predict 
difficulties, as LI values would have to be 'reset' to 
match those of the L2. 
Several bodies of data are emerging which support 
this initial formulation. Flynn (1987) has shown that 
significant differences emerge between the case in 
which the LI and the L2 match in head-direction, as 
when Spanish speakers learn English, and the case in 
which they do not, as when Japanese and Chinese 
speakers learn English. Spanish is head-initial like 
English; Japanese and Chinese are both head-final. 
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Data from White (1983, 1987) on the ProDrop 
parameter suggest that Spanish speakers learning 
English, in contrast to French speakers learning 
English, display different acquisition patterns at 
points in the L2 grammar where the LI would allow 
options based on the setting of the ProDrop 
parameter--specifically, phenomena having to do with 
missing subjects. Such constructions are allowed in 
Spanish as a ProDrop language; they are not allowed in 
English and French, non ProDrop languages, if L2 
acquisition consisted of the matching of LI and L2 
structures, one by one, and was not instead guided by 
general principles of acquisition, such patterns would 
not be expected to emerge. 
These results briefly summarize a new way to 
account for the role of the LI in L2 acquisition. 
Parameters in a theory of UG, in contrast to the global 
hypotheses formulated in CA and CC accounts, allow for 
an explanation of a wide range of specific linguistic 
facts. This theory also allows for the understanding 
of differences in patterns of acquisition as a function 
of the need to reset LI values to cohere with L2 values 
where the LI and L2 differ. 
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2.3.3. Structural Factors in LI Acquisition 
There is evidence that children are sensitive to 
configurational relations between terms in a structure, 
specifically to the relation characterized by the 
concept of command, in early hypotheses about 
grammatical anaphora. 
Solan (1983) reports that in a comprehension task, 
children ages 5-8 gave fewer coreferentiality judgments 
between a pronoun and an antecedent when the binding 
relation is disallowed in adult grammar due to domain 
restrictions. Fewer coreferentiality judgments were 
given for sentences like (5a) in which the antecedent 
'the sheep' is within a complement attached to VP, and 
therefore within the domain of the pronoun 'him', than 
for sentences like (5b) in which the antecedent 'the 
sheep' is contained within a complement attached to S, 
and therefore outside of the domain of the pronoun 
'him'. 
(5) a. The horse told him that the sheep would 
run around. 
b. The horse hit him after the sheep ran 
around. 
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A directionality constraint is not simply based 
upon linear order (name must preceed pronoun) but also 
upon the idea that the constraint interacts with domain 
relations. 
(6) a. On top of Ernie's head he rubbed the 
tissue. 
b. Under Cookie Monster he threw the donut. 
c. He rolled over, when Big Bird opened the 
box. 
d. Oscar bumped the wall, when he found the 
penny. 
These studies support the claim that structural 
relations between two terms is one of the factors 
children consult in computing grammatical anaphora. 
2.3.4. Acquisition of the Subjunctive in LI 
A few studies on the acquisition of Spanish have 
investigated either directly or tangentially the 
acquisition of the subjunctive mood. The most salient 
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studies (Gonzales, 1970; Martinez Bernal, 1972; s. 
Cohen, 1980) attempt to establish developmental 
hierarchies in Spanish-English bilingual children, of 
Spanish grammatical patterns, such as verb tense/mood 
forms, for the purposes of classroom placement. 
Blake (1980) presented Spanish-speaking children 
(ages 4 to 12) with a set of pictures in which a 
sentence was verbally presented by the experimenter to 
be completed by the subjects. The sentences, which 
required a choice of either the indicative or the 
subjunctive mood, were constructed with six types of 
syntactic-semantic categories. The results showed low 
frequencies of errors in mood selection for indirect 
commands, adverbials and adjectivals, and a higher 
frequency of errors for items which expressed doubt, 
attitude and assertions. In general, noticeable 
fluctuations in performance occured between the ages of 
5 and 7 for the high error frequency class. The 
results indicated that from early ages children 
modulated their responses by paying attention to 
semantic distinctions. 
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Padilla (1985) used props to administer an act-out 
task to Spanish-speaking children (ages 5 to 9.5). The 
sentences used contained both indicatives and 
subjunctives in the complement clause, and were 
designed to test the children’s understanding as to 
when the subject of an embedded clause is free to 
corefer with the matrix subject, and when it is 
obligatory disjoint in reference. The results 
indicated that in early child language children defined 
binding domains in terms of constituent structure. The 
data also show that there is a developmental factor 
involved in the resolution if the subject-subject 
obligatory disjoint reference. The subject-subject DRR 
is developed over time by acquired reference to the 
lexical/semantic properties of main verbs. 
These studies generally indicate that the 
acquisition of the subjunctive mood is developed over 
time. 
2.4. A Parameter Setting Model 
In the parameterized model for L2 acquisition 
there are two issues that need to be considered. 
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There needs to be an understanding of, first, what it 
means to 'reset' a parameter, and second, how L2 
learners go about doing this. 
Liceras (1985) argues that three factors interact 
in establishing a new parametric value for the 
non-native grammar. The cognitive capacities that may 
play a role at the level of intake are: 
(i) Attained linguistic knowledge: the 
grammatical knowledge of the native language 
and of any other language(s) familiar to the 
learner. 
(ii) Metalinguistic abilities: the learner's 
capacities to reflect on language and to 
perceive (perhaps surface) regularities in 
incoming linguistic data. 
(iii) The theory of markedness which imposes 
preference structures upon the properties of 
universal grammar. 
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How these components interact is still under 
investigation and specific understanding of them will 
shed further light on the process. 
For Flynn (1985b, 1987) resetting a parameter 
involves the assignment of a new value to the parameter 
in question. She proposes a parameter-setting model 
in which all L2 learners, regardless of the 
match/mismatch in parametric values, use the same 
principles of syntactic organization isolated in LI 
acquisition in the construction of the L2 grammar, she 
argues that all learners are sensitive to the match or 
mismatch of structural properties between the LI and L2 
from early stages of acquisition. However, in the case 
in which values do not match, L2 learners assign a new 
value to agree with the L2. Since these principles 
determine fundamental properties of grammatical 
organization for the language to be learned, L2 
learners in this case must establish this basic 
grammatical organization for the L2 language they are 
learning. Where values match, there is no need to 
reestablish this basic grammatical structure. 
Different patterns emerge when there is a mismatch in 
the values associated with the LI and the L2. 
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Phinney (1987) and White (1987) agree that a 
parameterized model of UG has relevance for adult 
second language acquisition, and argue that a theory of 
markedness is relevant for acquisition in general, and 
for L2 acquisiton in particular in explaining how 
learners go about 'resetting' parameters. Within this 
theory, if a learner is going from a system in which a 
parametric setting is unmarked to one in which the 
parametric setting is marked, a great deal of 
substantiating input will be required and acquisition 
will be difficult. 
On the other hand, if the learner is going from a 
system in which a parametric setting is marked to one 
in which the setting is unmarked, the evidence needed 
to reset the parameter will be readily available in the 
input data. Acquiring native-like competence in the 
relevant construction in the new target language will 
be less difficult than in the previous case. Phinney 
and White are in agreement that when there is an 
unmarked value for some parameter in LI, and L2 has a 
marked value, that learning will proceed as in 
acquistion of LI, positive data in L2 providing the 
trigger for the marked setting. For this case, 
however, it is difficult to know if the learner is 
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using UG default settings or settings of LI, since 
these are the same. 
As in Williams (1987), the question still remains 
as to what the role of the parameters set for the LI in 
the acquisition of the L2 are. Do the language 
learners assume the setting of their native language, 
and reset them where appropriate, or do they assume the 
setting of UG, where UG specifies unmarked default 
settings, and proceed as in the acquisition of LI? 
Interestingly, this is the point of difference in 
Phinney and White. White (1987) suggests that the 
learning of unmarked settings for L2 is very difficult, 
requiring negative evidence. She cites data in the 
acquisition of subject drop in Spanish by English 
speakers to support this. Her assumption is that the 
learner is resetting LI settings. Phinney (1987), on 
the other hand, assumes that LI default settings will 
be quite easy, requiring no evidence at all. 
2.5. Summary 
*• 
In this chapter, previous attempts to account for 
second language acquisition were presented. CA is seen 
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as incapable of precisely predicting where problems 
might emerge in L2 learning or explaining why problems 
emerge. CA simplistically predicts that all 
differences between LI and L2 will cause problems in 
acquisition, cc theories also largely do not explain 
the L2 acquisition process, and while the intuitive 
notion of creative construction in L2 acquisition is 
supported by current linguistic theory, the theory's 
lack of specificity does not allow empirical 
validation. 
A parameterized model, on the other hand, may hold 
hope for providing explanatory power to L2 
acquisition. It is clear that much more research is 
needed and that there is much left to do. 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
3.1. Experimental Design: Overview 
The proposed study has its roots and base in 
Spanish LI acquisition research carried out by Padilla 
(1985). This study is guided by his methodology. 
How do students come to know that the subject of a 
subjunctive clause refers to someone other than the 
subject of the main clause? Given that binding theory 
modules, inflection and lexical properties of verbs 
described by anaphors are key elements in the total 
picture of adult second language acquisition, the 
general objective is to answer whether these key 
elements affect a student's understanding of the 
disjoint reference requirement. 
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in order to determine the effects of inflection 
and/or lexical properties of verbs on binding of the 
subjects of complement clauses in complex structures, 
it is necessary to determine if and how the Binding 
Principles operate in simple structures independent of 
other factors. it is assumed that in simple sentences 
strictly structural principles determine the 
interpretation of anaphors and pronominals with respect 
to the subject. Thus, the first study (Base study) is 
designed to investigate the operation of Principles A 
and B, and the definition of the domain of application 
of these principles in simple sentences. 
The second (Inflection Study) and third (Lexical 
Class Study) studies are designed to test whether the 
subject-subject disjoint reference requirement in the 
L2 learner of Spanish obeys strictly structural 
principles. These determine whether the binding domain 
for the subject of some subjunctive complements is 
different from that of the higher clause, or whether 
the subject-subject coreference restriction follows 
from the interaction of non-structural factors with the 
Binding Principles. 
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In Spanish, the study of anaphors in both simple 
and complex structures allows for a comparison of two 
cases of obligatory disjoint reference in Spanish: i) 
between pronominals in direct object position and 
subjects in simple sentences, and ii) between the 
subject of a volitional verb and the subject of the 
subjunctive complement in complex structures. The 
purpose is to determine if a strictly structural 
principle may account for both cases. 
3.2. Rationale 
The following sections present the Rationale for 
the experimental factors used in the three studies. 
3.2.1. Binding Principles and Binding Domains 
If the assumption is made that initial local 
constraints on the binding of proforms are in 
operation, then differences in coreferential/disjoint 
reference interpretations should be predicted from 
initial second language acquisition stages between 
anaphors (reflexives) and pronominals in direct object 
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position of a simple sentence. in this position where 
strict complementarity of Chomsky's Principles A and B 
can be defined, and English (LI) equals Spanish (L2), 
acquisition should be facilitated. 
If evidence is found for the operation of the 
P^incipl^s of Binding in simple sentences, then the 
difference in assigning meaning to pronominal subjects 
of complex sentences, would have to be attributed to 
additional factors which interact with the binding 
principles, rather than to a lack of these principles. 
Particular attention is devoted to two factors: 
inflection of the complement clause, and lexical 
properties of matrix verbs. 
3.2.2. Inflection 
The role of two elements of inflection is 
assessed: Mood and Tense. Inflection is an important 
factor to consider since elements of inflection have 
been claimed to determine disjoint reference for the 
subject position. 
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3.2.2.1. Mood 
Do learners react differently to structures which 
contain an indicative or a subjunctive in the 
complement clause? To answer this, the factor Mood is 
included in the Inflection Study to determine if 
adults learning a second language can modulate 
subject-subject coreferential and disjoint reference 
interpretations when structures are differentiated only 
by inflection for mood (indicative vs. subjunctive) in 
the complement clause. 
Structures with the main verb decir + subjunctive 
complements (where decir is a volitional verb), and 
structures with decir + indicative complements (where 
decir is a neutral reporting verb) are examined. If 
students react differently, it might be argued that the 
subjunctive mood itself is the factor which determines 
a higher amount of subject-subject disjoint reference 
responses. It might also be argued that the 
volitionality of decir in structures with subjunctive 
complements is the factor determining the higher amount 
of disjoint reference responses. 
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3.2.2.2. Tense 
Since the so called tenselessness of subjunctive 
clauses has been associated with the subject-subject 
DRR, the factor Tense is included in the Inflection 
Study in order to assess the role of this element in 
the restriction on coreference between subjects. 
If L2 learners are sensitive to a connection 
between agreement of tenses in main and subjunctive 
complement verbs, then learners should not experience 
difficulty in interpreting main and complement subject 
to be disjoint in reference if the verb of the 
subjunctive complement clause agrees in Tense with the 
main verb. Thus, a high degree of disjoint reference 
responses should be expected. However, it would be 
predicted that they would experience difficulty in 
interpreting the subjects as strictly disjoint in 
reference if the verb of the subjunctive complement 
clause does not agree in tense with the main verb, 
since this would entail that the complement clause is 
tensed, and therefore should be disjoint in terms of 
binding. Thus more coreferential responses should be 
expected in this case, if the subject of the tensed 
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subjunctive complement is interpreted as free to 
corefer. 
Furthermore, if evidence for a differential 
treatment between structures with surface agreement of 
tenses and structures with non-agreement of tenses is 
found for sentences with subjunctive complements, this 
would not be predicted to occur if the complements are 
inflected for the indicative mood, since tense is not a 
factor in interpreting indicative clauses. 
So, in the Inflection Study an interaction between 
Mood and Tense Agreement should be expected. 
3.2.3. Lexical Class 
The role of two elements affecting the Lexical 
Class are assessed: Lexical Properties of Verbs and 
Independent Tense (IT). 
3.2.3.1. Independent Tense (IT) 
*« 
L2 learners might alternatively formulate the 
DRR/Tense correlation at a more abstract level. They 
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might recognize from positive evidence or direct 
instruction that some verbs have the property of 
requiring strict tense agreement. if this tense 
agreement is required, then more subject-subject 
disjoint reference interpretations should be assigned 
to structures which contain these lexical items 
requiring tense agreement than to structures with verbs 
which do not require strict agreement of tenses, in 
the former case, the main clause and not the 
'tenseless' subjunctive complements should constitute 
the binding domain for their subjects, and thus, a 
subject-subject corefential interpretation should be 
barred. 
If the property of selecting subjunctive clauses 
without Independent Tense (IT) is a lexical property of 
verbs, L2 learners should be able to identify the items 
which have this lexical property without referring to 
surface sequences of tenses in the test sentences. All 
test sentences in the Lexical Class Study display 
surface tense agreement. 
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3.2.3.2. Lexical Properties of Verbs 
Two lexical properties, volition and knowledge are 
assessed. if Volition is the factor which L2 learners 
consult in determining the DRR, then, on the one hand, 
more subject-subject DR interpretations are predicted 
for structures with volitional verbs + subjunctive 
complements than for structures with non-volitional 
(epistemic) verbs + subjunctive complements; on the 
other hand, no significant differences in 
subject-subject coreferential responses are expected 
between structures with non-volitional verbs + 
subjunctive complements and structures with 
non-volitional verbs + indicative complements. 
Since verb properties such as volition are components 
of grammar that have to be learned, it is predicted 
that the effects of verb properties on binding 
relations would be manifested in the level of 
proficiency achieved in the L2, i.e, beginner, 
intermediate, advanced. 
3.3. Experimental Test: General Description 
•• 
The experimental task used to evaluate L2 
learner's computation of binding relations 
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presents 
is an interpretation picture task, in this 
interpretation task, the experimenter orally 
one by one a series of sentences to the subjects in 
group sessions. The subjects are asked to assign 
meaning to the sentences by indicating the preferred 
interpretation of any given sentence. This task has 
been documented in first language acquisition studies 
as a measure of a child's comprehension of sentences 
(Lust et al., 1986). 
3.4. Experimental Design and Hypotheses 
In the sections that follow, the hypotheses and 
design of the three experiments are presented. 
3.4.1. Base Study 
3.4.1.1. Hypotheses 
The design allows an assessment of the following 
hypotheses: 
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(i) In the population, if L2 learners are 
constrained by a set of binding 
principles which distinguish anaphors 
from pronominals, a higher amount of disjoint 
reference responses with respect to the 
subject for sentences can be expected for 
sentences with direct object pronouns. 
Furthermore, a higher number of coreferential 
responses can be expected from sentences with 
reflexive pronouns. 
(ii) In the population, there will be no 
interaction with the Level factor 
and the Proform type factor 
since the assumption has been adopted 
that Principles A and B are part of 
the language learner's innate endowment. 
3.4.1.2. Test Construction 
The stimulus sentences in the Base Study consist 
of simple sentences which vary in proform type 
(reflexive, non-reflexive). 
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In this test, two sentence tokens are presented 
for each one of the sentence types, for a total of four 
sentences. All sentences are equated for length (15 
syllables with linking) . All of the sentences are of 
the form [np-v-np-pp]. Sample sentences are found on 
Table 1. 
3.4.1.3. Analysis 
The overall design is a 3x2 factorial ANOVA with 
Level of learning as a between factor and Proform type 
as a repeated factor. 
3.4.2. Inflection Study 
3.4.2.1. Hypotheses 
The following hypotheses are evaluated: 
i) If L2 learners associate the subjunctive 
mood with the DRR, then they should give a 
higher number of disjoint 
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responses with respect to the 
matrix subject for sentences whose 
complement is inflected for the subjunctive. 
ii) If L2 learners are formulating a 
correlation between the DRR and tense 
restrictions, then it should be expected that 
they should give more disjoint 
responses to sentences with subjunctive 
complements and strict tense 
agreement than to sentences with subjunctive 
complements and surface non-agreement of 
tenses. 
3.4.2.2. Test Construction 
The stimulus sentences in this study consist of 
complex sentences which vary according to mood of the 
complement (indicative/subjunctive) and to surface 
tense agreement (±TA). Sample sentences are found in 
Table 2. 
s 
77 
CM 
w 
9 Eh 
tH Q 5 
E- 
CO 
H 
fr> 
U 
W 
i-3 
Em 
2 
H 
2 H 
Q W 
CO 
D 
CO 
w 
u 
2 
w Eh 
2 
w 
CO 
w 
i-3 
PU 
9 
CO 
4-> 
<n 
d) p 
P 
G p 
to a 
•H <D 
TJ •a 
3 3 
P p 
co CO 
<D 
d> 
rH 43 
f0 • P 
d) 
O (3 TJ - 
T“» P rH • 
-H to O P 
TJ O P to 
0) d> 
> d) d) Jh E 
•H rH E O 
P o CO P 
O P u co to 
(3 o CD d) 
3 CO CD p 
r-> d) 3 O CO 
P tJ* P co 
3 O a 
CO P 
a 0) 
43 
Eh 
W - 
0) 
P 
to 
43 
3 P tr 
(3 
o • O • ■r~t to CO P 
-H p CD 
43 P DP 
(TJ jC p 
rH CJ 4_) Q) 
*0 rH 
id co 
CD G i—I 10 
0 3 rH 
•H d) CD 
TJ <u -M -p 
n _i 
0) tH p p 
rH P 111 } 
o 43 
d) CO p CO 
t-H d) to co 
TJ P 
t0 
a a) 
43 
i-H p 
W 
TJ 
O 
o 
2 
Jh 
O 
P 
(3 
O 
•H 
P 
U 
d> 
H 
P 
G 
P (0 
CD p 
P 
g p 
td G 
•H CD p 
TJ TJ CD (0 
3 3 3 43 
P P & P 
CO CO 
d) O • G • 
d) •ro (0 O P 
rH 43 •H P CO d) 
tO • P 43 P p 
CD tO CD P 
O G TJ - rH CJ 43 <D 
•r-i P rH • to P rH 
•rH tO O P tO 
TJ CJ P to d) G rH fO 
<D CJ 3 rH 
0) d) CD Jh e •H d) CD 
> rH E O TJ <D P P 
•rH O co P A •rH 
P P CJ co tO d) -H P P 
td O 0) d) rH P CD 5 
CJ CO CD p CJ 43 
•H d) 3 O co 0) CO P CO 
TJ P tJ1 P co P 0) 10 CO 
G O a TJ P 
H P tO 
a CD a CD 
43 43 
rH Eh rH Eh 
w - W - 
p 
G 
d) 
s 
d) d) 
CO 0) I + 
£3 P 
d) cn 
Eh < 
78 
Two sentence tokens are presented for each one of 
the sentence types for a total of eight sentences. All 
sentences will be equated for lenght (15 syllables). 
All of the sentences have decir (to say, to ask) as the 
main verb. Like sequences of tenses are (-pa...-pa). 
Unlike sequences of tenses are (+pa...-pa). All 
structures also have an object NP which could also 
serve as a referent. Sentences are of the form 
[NP-V-NP-S' ]. The subject of the complement is always 
null, since non-emphatic subject pronouns in Spanish 
are generally dropped. 
The total number of sentences in the Inflection 
Study is eight. 
3.4.2.3. Analysis 
The overall design of the test is a 3x2x2 factor 
ANOVA: Level (beginner, intermediate, advanced), Mood 
Vindicative), Surface Tense Agreement (±TA), with 
repeated measures on the last two factors, for a total 
of four sentence types. 
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3.4.3. Lexical Class Study 
3.4.3.1. Hypotheses 
The design allows for an evaluation of the 
following hypotheses: 
(i) If the property of taking subjunctive 
complements whose tense must match the 
matrix of the main verb implies that the 
complement clause lacks independent tense 
specifications and is therefore a 
transparent domain with respect to binding, 
then higher amount of disjoint responses 
should be expected for structures with verbs 
which impose stricter restrictions on tense 
agreement. 
(ii) If L2 learners pay attention to the 
volitional character of the verbs in 
determining coreference relations, then 
there would be a higher amount of 
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subject-subject disjoint responses for 
structures with volitional type verbs in 
the main clause, than for structures 
with epistemic verbs. 
(iii) If the requirement for subject-subject 
obviation is due to a lexical property of 
volition type verbs, then a significant 
interaction of the factor Level 
x Lexical class is predicted, since the 
assumption has been made that lexical 
properties of items are learned over time. 
3.4.3.2. Test Construction 
The stimulus sentences in the study consists of 
complex sentences of the form NP-V-S', where S' is a 
subjunctive complement. Sentences vary according to 
lexical class of main verb (epistemic vs. volition), 
and according to properties of verbs with respect to 
tense restrictions; i.e. whether they take complements 
with +IT (querer, ignorar(-IT) X (mandar, dudar 
(+IT)). Sample sentences are found in Table 3. 
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Two sentence tokens are presented for each one of 
the sentence types for a total of eight sentences. All 
the sentences are equated for length (15 syllables with 
linking). All sentences have like sequences of tenses 
(-pa...-pa). Two different verbs are used for each one 
of the cells: 
+vol x -IT: 
+vol x +IT: 
-vol x -IT: 
-vol x +IT: 
querer, desear 'to want, to desire' 
pedir, mandar 'to request, to order' 
ignorar, desconocer 'not to know' 
negar, dudar 'to deny, to doubt' 
The total number of sentences for this study is 
eight. 
3.4.3.3. Analysis 
The overall design of the test is a 3x2x2 factor 
ANOVA: Level (beginning, intermediate, advanced), X 
(iVolition) X (ilndependent Tense), with repeated 
measures on the last two factors for a total of four 
sentence types. 
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3.5. Interpretation Test: Design Summary 
The test sentences for the studies are presented 
together in one battery. Sentences are randomized 
within the battery using a randoms table. 
3.6. Methods and Procedures 
3.6.1. Subjects 
The subjects for the experimental study are ninety 
(90) adult speakers of English enrolled in several 
intact classes of Spanish as a foreign language at the 
University of Massachusetts in Amherst and Keene State 
College, Keene, New Hampshire. The subjects are equally 
divided into three groups according to their level of 
proficiency: beginners, intermediate and advanced. 
3.6.2. Test Administration 
A booklet containing a set of pictures for each of 
the twenty sentences is given to each subject (See 
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Appendix). For each sentence there are four possible 
choices. one depicts a coreferential reading. The 
second picture portrays a disjoint reading. The third 
one shows coreference with respect to a person not 
named in the sentence. The fourth, shows disjoint 
reference with respect to a person not named in the 
sentence. 
Each Subject has a booklet in which to mark 
his/her interpretation of the sentences read by the 
Experimenter. Sentences are only repeated once. 
3.6.3. Pretraining 
Pretraining consists of making sure that the 
Subjects know the names of the people used in the 
sentences as well as the pertinent vocabulary. 
The Subjects are also be given a set of 
pretraining sentences. These are coordinate sentences 
in which their understanding of disjoint/coreferential 
readings of sentences are probed. In these two 
coordinate sentences, the verb of the first clause is 
be hablar(con) 'to talk to' or 
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tener ganas de 'to feel like'. The subject of these 
sentences is overt. In the first coordinate sentence 
the subjects is the same, and in the other, the 
subjects are different (disjoint). Sample sentences 
are in Table 4. 
The pretraining sentences are given in order to 
ascertain that the adults understand the picture task 
in general. The L2 learners have to indicate in the 
booklet their interpretation of the sentence given. 
After the pretraining sentences, the Experimenter 
proceeds with the experimental task. The Experimenter 
tells the L2 learners that they are going to hear 
sentences in which the four subjects would want (not 
know, doubt, ask, etc.) something. Since the 
hypothesis of this study is that the meaning and 
properties of verbs are learned over time, it is not 
expected that these L2 learners would know the meanings 
of the verbs, or that they would be able to learn them 
through the examples given. 
86 
£ 
• 
p 
CO 
id 
p 
id •d 
£3 d> 
p 
43 
id 
(0 (0 
d) P 
73 id 
<u 
d) 
CO £3 
o 
O 
(0 
o 
H 
z 
H 
< 
2 
Eh 
W 
OS 
IX 
z 
H 
Q 
M (0 
w CO d> ►3 D o 
£3 
CO d) 
Eh W P 
U £3 
Z 0) 
M CO 
Eh 
Z <U 
U P 
CO id 
£3 
W -H 
►3 73 
a. P 
z O 
< O 
CO U 
•H 0) 
43 43 
P i—I 
d) 73 
^ £3 
>1 id 
P O' 0) C 
6 -H 
O P 
U Id 
<D 
d) 
•o <d 
4* 
CO -H 
id iH 
£3 
id to 
O' H 
a) 
<d a) 
£3 p 
a) 
-h p 
p a) 
43 
d) p 
p id 
73 p 
id 
ft d) 
43 
•H El M 
B 
43 
P 
id 
CO 
4* 
• O 
id O 
P rH 
-H 
B 73 
£3 O id 
rH 
p 
>i £3 
d> 
(V 73 
P 3 
£3 P 
id CO 
-H 
•o <u 
3 43 
P P 
CO 
d) 43 
P 
rH •H 
d) 5 
£3 CO O 4* 
O id 
d> 
id ft 
r—1 
n 
CO 
* p 
43 o 
CO 
P CO 
O d) 
CO p 
d) o 
P p 
O ft 
P 
ft d) 
43 
rH Eh 
W - 
d> 
U 
d> £3 
V d) P 
£3 P £3 
d) d) •H 
P P o 
d> 0) •n 
P P CO 
d) O •H 
03 U Q 
87 
3.7. Scoring 
Scoring of the data is carried out with respect to 
two dependent measures: 1) correctness; 
2) coreference judgements (i.e. interpretation of the 
null subject with respect to some referent). The 
scoring criteria that is used is as follows: 
3.7.1. Measure of Correctness 
Sentences are scored incorrect if they involve: 
a) In the Base Study, binding the reflexive 
pronoun to a referent which is not the subject 
of the sentence. 
b) In the Inflection Study, binding of the 
subject of the subjunctive clause to the 
subject of decir. 
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c) in the Lexical Class Study, binding the subject 
of the complement of a volition verb to the 
matrix subject. 
d) No answer is given. 
Sentences are scored correct if they involve: 
a) In the Base Study, if the subject and the 
reflexive are interpreted as coreferential, or 
if the subject and the direct object pronoun 
are interpreted to be non-coreferential. 
b) In the Inflection Study, if the matrix subject 
is both coreferential and non-coreferential 
with the subject of the indicative clause, or 
if the matrix subject is non-coreferential with 
the subject of the subjunctive clause. 
c) In the Lexical Class Study, if the matrix 
subject of the epistemic verb is interpreted as 
coreferential or non-coreferential to the 
subject of the subjunctive clause, or if the 
subject of the volitional verb is 
interpreted as non-coreferential to the subject 
of the subjunctive verb. 
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3.7.2. Measure of Coreference 
Sentences are scored coreferential if they 
involve: 
1) In the Base Study, if the reflexive pronoun 
is interpreted as coreferential with the 
subject of the simple sentence. 
2) In the Inflection Study, if the null subject is 
interpreted as coreferential with the matrix 
subject. 
3) In the Lexical Study, if the null subject is 
interpreted as coreferential with the subject 
of epistemic verbs. 
Sentences are scored non-coreferential (disjoint) 
if they involve: 
1) In the Base Study, if the direct object pronoun 
is interpreted as disjoint to the subject of 
the simple sentence. 
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2) In the Inflection and the Lexical Class 
Studies, if the null subject is interpreted as 
disjoint to the matrix subject. 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
4.1. Introduction 
The experimental results are reported in the 
following order: Base Study in section 4.2.; 
Inflection Study in section 4.3. , Lexical Class Study 
in section 4.4. For each study, the analysis of the 
data considers: i) successful interpretation of the 
test sentences as differentiated by design factor, and 
ii) choice of referent for the referentially dependent 
expression, as differentiated by design factor. 
Measures for both disjoint reference and coreference 
are presented. 
Statistical significance in the following is meant 
to indicate pc.Ol. ADAPS, a statistical package from 
Adaptive Data Systems of Chicopee, MA was used for the 
analysis. 
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4.2. Base Study 
The Base Study mainly evaluated: i) whether there 
would be a significant difference in the amount of 
coreferential/disjoint responses between reflexive and 
direct object pronouns in simple sentences; ii) 
whether the factor Level would have a significant main 
effect and/or would interact with the Proform factor. 
4.2.1. Success Rate 
The mean number of correct responses in the 
picture interpretation task are shown in Table 5. 
Possible score range was 0-2; i.e. two tokens per 
sentence type. Overall mean for correctness in the 
Base Study was 1.94. 
Results of a 2-factor analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
for success rate as differentiated by design factors 
revealed that the factor Proform Type did not 
significantly interact with the factor Level in 
determining successful comprehension of these 
sentences. Success in interpreting sentences with 
reflexive pronouns was higher (mean 1.96 than for 
sentences with non-reflexive pronouns (mean 1.93). 
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The rate of success in interpreting the sentences 
did not change with Level. The factor Level did not 
significantly interact with Proform Type. 
The measure of sucess rate gives an overall 
indication that second language learners, even at the 
beginning levels appear not to have any difficulty 
differentiating between reflexive and direct object 
pronouns. 
4.2.2. Interpretation of Proforms 
Analysis of variance of the data was carried out 
for both coreferential and disjoint reference responses 
with respect to the subject. The set of coreferential 
responses is complementary to the set of disjoint 
responses and vice versa. Thus, the measures for 
disjoint reference and coreference reflect how 
Principles A and B of the Binding Theory are associated 
with the Proform Types (reflexive and direct object 
pronouns). 
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4.2.2.1. Coreferential Responses 
Mean number of coreferential responses with 
respect to the subject as differentiated by design 
factors are presented on Table 6. 
The factor Proform Type was significant in 
determining the amount of coreferential responses. 
Second language learners gave more coreferential 
responses to sentences with reflexives (mean 1.96) than 
to sentences with non-reflexive pronouns (mean 0.05). 
The factor Level was not significant as a main 
effect. There was no significant difference in the 
overall amount of coreferential responses across 
Levels. Level did not interact significantly with the 
factor Proform type. This suggests that in assigning 
coreference there are no significant developmental 
differences. 
4.2.2.2. Disjoint Reference Responses 
The mean number of disjoint reference responses 
with respect to the subject, as differentiated by 
design factors, are presented in Table 7. 
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The results show that Proform Type significantly 
affected the amount of disjoint reference responses. 
As shown in Table 7, L2 learners gave more disjoint 
reference responses to proforms in a direct object 
position (mean 1.93) than to sentences with reflexive 
pronouns (mean 0.01). 
These results indicate that, as hypothesized, L2 
learners are able to discriminate between proforms 
types and binding domains, and indeed modulate their 
disjoint reference responses accordingly. 
Level was not significant as a main effect. There 
was no significant difference in overall amount of 
disjoint reference responses across Levels. Level did 
not interact significantly with Proform Type . 
4.2.3. Overview Summary 
A few critical findings can be extracted from the 
results of the Base Study. A discrimination of 
anaphors and pronominals was found to be in operation 
even’at the beginning level. Disjoint reference was 
associated in a higher number of cases with 
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pronominals, while coreference with the subject was 
associated in a higher number of cases with reflexives. 
4.3. Inflection Study 
The Inflection Study basically evaluated: i) 
whether adult second language learners would give more 
disjoint responses to sentences with subjunctive 
complements than to sentences with indicative 
complements; ii) whether adult L2 learners would give 
more disjoint reference responses to sentences with 
surface tense agreement than to sentences with no 
surface agreement of tenses; iii) whether there would 
be an interaction between mood and tense agreement, in 
particular, whether the subjunctive mood and tense 
agreement would interact in determining mean number of 
disjoint responses. 
4.3.1. Success Rate 
The mean number of correct responses in the 
picture interpretation task are shown in Table 8. 
Possible score range was 0-2. The overall mean for 
correctness was 1.17 out of a possible 2. 
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success rate as Results of a 3-factor ANOVA for 
differentiated by design factors revealed that overall 
Mood was significant as a main effect in determining 
successful comprehension of these sentences. Success 
in interpreting sentences with subjunctive complements 
(mean 1.41) was higher than for sentences with 
indicative complements (mean 0.93). 
The factor Tense Agreement was not significant as 
a main effect. However, there was interaction of Tense 
Agreement with Mood. 
Level was significant as a main effect. 
Successful interpretation of all sentences improved 
with Level. Yet, the responses indicate that there is 
not much difference between the beginning (mean 0.84) 
and intermediate (mean 0.93) levels and that it is at 
the advanced (mean 1.73) level that the difference can 
be observed. Furthermore, Level did not significantly 
interact with any of the other factors, which suggests 
that the effects were relatively constant over the 
levels studied. 
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4.3.2. Interpretation of Null Subject of Complement 
Clause: Coreferential Responses 
This section presents the results for the measure 
of coreference. Coreferential responses consisted of 
choosing the subject of the main clause as the referent 
for the null subject of the complement clause. 
Overall mean number of coreferential responses was 
0.52, out of a possible 2. Mean number of 
coreferential responses as differentiated by design 
factors are presented in Table 9. The results show 
that Mood was not significant as a main effect. Second 
language learners gave more coreferential responses to 
sentences with indicative complements (mean 0.63) than 
to sentences with subjunctive complements (mean 0.42). 
Mood was not significant for beginning levels or for 
intermediate levels. However, Mood was significant for 
the advanced levels and furthermore, there was a 
significant interaction of Mood and Tense Agreement for 
the advanced level. 
Overall, Tense Agreement was not significant in 
determining second language learner's choice of the 
matrix subject as antecedent, nor did it significantly 
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interact with Mood. But, as mentioned above, in the 
advanced group there was a significant Tense x Mood 
interaction. 
Level was not significant as a main effect nor did 
it interact with the other factors. 
4.3.3. Interpretation of Null Subject of Complement 
Clause: Disjoint Reference Responses 
This section presents the results for the measure 
of disjoint reference. Disjoint reference responses 
with respect to the matrix subject consisted of 
choosing the matrix object as referent. 
The overall mean number of disjoint reference 
responses was 1.29 out of a possible 2. Mean number of 
disjoint reference responses as differentiated by 
design factor are presented in Table 10. The results 
show that Mood was not significant as a main effect. 
Overall, second language learners gave more disjoint 
reference responses to sentences with subjunctive 
complements (mean 1.43) than to sentences with 
indicative complements (mean 0.94). Mood was not 
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significant for beginning levels nor for intermediate 
levels. Mood was only significant for advanced levels. 
The factor Tense Agreement was not significant as 
a main effect. Furthermore, there was no significant 
interaction between this factor and Mood. Only at the 
advanced levels did second language learners consult 
surface sequence of tenses in the computation of 
binding relations when the complement clause was 
inflected for the indicative. 
Level was not significant at a main effect not did 
it interact with the other factors. 
4.3.4. Overview Summary 
This section presents the results which are 
critical in assessing the effect of Inflection (Mood 
and Tense) in the binding of the subject of complement 
clauses. 
The results show that surface sequence of tenses 
(whether they agreed or not) did not affect second 
language learners' coreference judgements between the 
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subject of the complement clause and the matrix 
subject. Interestingly, for all structures, the 
results reflect a tendency to choose the matrix object 
over the subject as the antecedent. 
The factor Tense Agreement did not interact with 
indicative or subjuntive Mood in determining binding 
relations for the subject of the complement clause. 
Second language learners did not give more 
subject-subject disjoint reference responses to 
sentences with agreement of tenses and subjunctive 
complements than to sentences with unlike sequence of 
tenses and subjunctive complements. 
As regards to Mood, second language learners did 
not significantly differentiate structures with 
indicative and subjunctive complements. Regardless of 
the whether the complement clause was in the indicative 
or in the subjunctive, beginning and intermediate 
levels chose disjoint responses. In so doing, their 
response indicated that they were binding the subject 
of the complement clause to the object of the main 
clause. It was only at the advanced levels that second 
language learners were able to modulate the responses 
so that with indicative clauses a coreferential 
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response was given and with subjunctive complements, a 
disjoint interpretation was preferred. 
The question whether it was the subjunctive mood 
in the complement clause that determined the higher 
degree of disjoint responses with respect to the 
subject of decir + subjunctive structures cannot be 
determined from this study. This issue is clarified by 
the results of the Lexical Class Study. 
4.4. Lexical Class Study 
The Lexical Class Study allows for an evaluation 
of the following questions: (i) whether second 
language learners are sensitive to lexical properties 
of main verbs in terms of the restrictions they impose 
on possible sequences of tenses between matrix clause 
and subjunctive complements by modulating their 
responses accordingly; (ii) whether Volition as a 
semantic feature of main verbs affects the amount of 
disjoint reference responses between the subject of the 
main clause and the subject of the subjunctive 
complement; (iii) whether more subject-subject 
coreferential responses would be associated with 
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epistemic (non-volitional) verbs + subjunctive 
complements than with volitional verbs + subjunctive 
complements. 
4.4.1. Success Rate 
Mean number of correct responses as differentiated 
by design factors are shown in Table 11. Possible 
score range was 0-2. Overall mean of correct responses 
for this study was 1.20 out of a possible 2. 
Results of a 3-factor ANOVA for success rate 
revealed that the factor Volition was significant as 
main effect in determining successful interpretation of 
the structures. Success in the picture interpretation 
task with non-volitional verbs (mean 1.32) was higher 
than for sentences with volitional verbs (mean 1.09). 
The factor Independent Tense was not significant 
as a main effect, and it did not interact with the 
factor Volition. 
Level was significant as a main effect and there 
was interaction with the factor Volition. This 
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interaction was significant for the beginning and 
intermediate levels, but it was not significant for the 
advanced levels. This indicates that the development 
of correct interpretation of these sentences involves 
modification of an original hypothesis upon which this 
particular lexical property has an effect. 
4.4.2. Interpretation of Null Subject of Complement 
Clause: Coreferential Responses 
This section presents the results for the measure 
of coreference. Coreferential responses consisted of 
choosing the matrix subject as the referent for the 
null subject of the complement clause. This 
constitutes intrasentential binding of the subject of 
the complement clause. 
Overall mean of coreferential responses for 
sentences in the Lexical Class Study was 1.03. Mean 
number of coreferential responses as differentiated by 
design factors are presented in Table 12. 
‘The results of a 3-factor ANOVA revealed that the 
factor Volition was significant as a main effect in 
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determining the amount of coreferential responses. 
Second language learners gave significantly more 
subject-subject coreferential responses to sentences 
with non-volitional verbs (mean 1.32) than to sentences 
with volitional verbs (mean 0.75). It should be 
noted however, that it is really the advanced level 
that is making the effect significant. As can be seen 
in Table 12, the difference in responses is not 
significant for the beginning level in terms of 
♦volition (mean 1.06) and -volition (mean 1.21), and 
the intermediate level for +volition (mean 1.09) and 
-volition (mean 1.11). It is really the advanced level 
where the mean for +volition is 0.10 and for -volition 
is 1.66 that allows the overall effects to be 
significant. 
The factor Independent Tense was not significant 
as a main effect, and it did not significantly interact 
with the factor volition. 
Level was significant as a main effect, and there 
was an interaction of the factor Level with Volition 
which can be seen to again focus on the advanced level 
versus the beginning and intermediate levels. 
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4.4.3. Interpretation of Null Subject of Complement 
Clause: Disjoint Reference Responses 
This section presents the results for the measure 
of disjoint reference, which involved choosing an 
extra-sentential referent for the null subject. 
The overall mean of disjoint reference responses 
for sentences in the Lexical Class Study was 0.73. 
Mean number of disjoint reference responses as 
differentiated by design factors are presented in 
Table 13. 
The results showed that the factor Volition was 
significant as a main effect in determining the 
amount of disjoint reference responses. Second 
language learners gave significantly more disjoint 
reference responses to sentences with volitional verbs 
(mean 1.09) than to sentences with non-volitional verbs 
(mean 0.38). This indicated that in determining 
binding relations, second language learners consult the 
lexical content of the matrix verbs and modulate their 
responses accordingly. 
*• 
The factor Independent Tense was not significant 
as a main effect, which indicated that the lexical 
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property of restricting sequences of tenses is not 
consulted in determining binding relations for the 
subject of the complements. Independent Tense and 
Volition did not interact. 
The factor Level was significant as a main effect 
which suggests that a developmental element is 
involved. More specifically. Level interacted with the 
factor Volition. As was the case with the 
coreferential responses, there was not much difference 
in the overall interpretation of disjoint responses for 
the beginning (mean 0.56) and intermediate (mean 0.59) 
levels. It was at the advanced levels that a 
significantly higher number of disjoint responses was 
given (mean 1.10). This strongly suggests that the 
differentiation of the meanings of the main verbs in 
terms of their binding relations is acquired over time. 
4.4.4. Overview Summary 
This section summarizes the main results of the 
Lexical Class Study. 
The results show that the factor Volition as a 
semantic feature of main verbs significantly affected 
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the amount of coreferential and disjoint reference 
responses. Overall, second language learners gave 
significantly more subject-subject disjoint reference 
responses to structures with non-volitional (epistemic) 
verbs and subjunctive complements. Second language 
learners also gave significantly more coreferential 
responses to structures with epistemic verbs and 
subjunctive complements than to structures with 
volitional verbs and subjunctive complements. 
The lexical property of verbs requiring that 
matrix and subjunctive complements agree in tense (i.e. 
the factor Independent Tense) was not significant in 
determining the amount of coreferential or disjoint 
reference responses between the subject of the 
complement and the main subject. 
Level was significant as a main effect in 
determining the amount of disjoint reference and 
coreferential responses. Level also interacted with 
the factor Volition. 
The results of the Lexical Class Study allow to 
conclusively show that it is not Mood alone that is the 
significant factor in determining disjoint reference as 
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the responses of the advanced group in the Inflection 
Study pointed out. In addition to Mood in the 
complement clause, the lexical class of the verb in the 
main clause is key in determining whether a disjoint or 
coreferential interpretation is allowed. 
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
5.1. Research Questions 
The leading concern in this thesis has been the 
acquisition of pronominal reference in adults learning 
Spanish as a second language. The acquisition has been 
approached by studying how these adults interpret the 
null pronoun in sentences where the subjunctive is used 
in the dependent clause. The pronominal in these 
clauses is not always free in reference, as Chomsky's 
Binding Theory would predict. In cases where Volition 
is expressed in the main clause, the subject pronoun in 
the subordinate clause is obligatorily disjoint in 
reference. In cases were Volition is not expressed in 
the main clause, the subject pronoun is free. 
The studies in this thesis have attempted to 
determine how second language learners interpret 
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coreference and disjoint reference given that little or 
no instruction is provided in most textbooks or 
classrooms regarding these cases. The definition of 
binding domains for these pronominals has been 
approached both theoretically and experimentally, 
results of this investigation discussed in the sections 
that follow. 
5.2. Theoretical Results 
Examined here is an instance of anaphora in 
Spanish not covered by the Principles of Binding as 
formulated by Chomsky (1981a, 1982). This case 
consists of the obligatory disjoint reference 
interpretation between subjects in some structures with 
subjunctive complements. 
A summary of the theoretical issues for each case 
is presented below. 
In section 1.7. of this thesis it was argued that 
the contrast between (la) and (lb) in terms of 
subject-subject coreference possibilities cannot be 
explained exclusively in structural terms. 
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(1) a. Marta* sabe que [pro*.* viene](ind). 
'Marta knows that ls/3s comes.' 
b. Marta* quiere que [pro^ venga](Sub). 
'Marta wants that 3s come.' 
It was found that the subject-subject Disjoint 
Reference Requirement (DRR) in (lb) cannot be due to 
the so called tenselessness of subjunctive clauses, 
since subjunctive clauses in Spanish may bear 
independent specifications for tense from the main 
clause as in (2), while the subject-subject DRR still 
holds. 
(2) Joaquin* pidio que prod venga/viniera 
(Sub). 
'Joaquin asked that 3s come(pres)/come 
(past).' 
The lexical property of verbs that requires strict 
tense agreement between main and complement verbs was 
found not to correlate with the subject-subject DRR, 
since (i) verbs of Volition do not require strict tense 
agreement, yet impose the DRR, and (ii) a group of 
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verbs for which the tense agreement requirements does 
operate, such as ignorar, desconocer, etc. also impose 
the DRR. 
With data such as (3) it was shown that the 
subjunctive mood in the complement clause does not 
predict a subject-subject DR interpretation. 
(3) Joaquin± duda que [proi^ vuelva] (SUB) . 
'Joaquin doubts that ls/3s return.' 
It was found that a subject-subject disjoint 
reference interpretation is required only in structures 
with subjunctive clauses where the main clause 
expresses Volition. In structures where the main 
clause has a non-volitional (epistemic) verb, the 
subjunctive clause allows a subject-subject 
coreferential interpretation. 
It was proposed that the subject-subject DRR is 
captured by reference to lexical/semantic properties of 
main clauses which interact with the binding principles 
in barring a subject-subject coreferential 
interpretation. 
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5.3. Experimental Results 
Three independent but related studies have been 
used to assess how adult second language learners 
interpret pronominals in both simple and complex 
sentences. 
5.3.1. Simple Sentences 
The purpose in testing for the interpretation of 
reflexive and direct object pronouns was to determine 
if the strict complementarity of distribution of 
anaphors would present a problem for a second language 
learner, or if the initial contraints on binding would 
allow L2 learners to determine that a reflexive calls 
for a coreferential interpretation, while a direct 
object pronoun requires a disjoint interpretation. 
The analysis of the results showed that from the 
beginning levels, second language learnings were able 
to distinguish anaphors and pronominals within S. This 
was reflected in the measures for both coreference and 
disjoint reference. Coreference with the subject (a 
reflection of Principle A) was associated with 
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reflexives, while disjoint reference with respect to 
the subject (a reflection of Principle B) was 
associated with direct object pronouns. Thus, in 
simple sentences, Principles A and B are differentiated 
regardless of Level. 
5.3.2. Complex Sentences 
For complex sentences the issue of the definition 
of binding domains has been addressed in terms of the 
resolution of the problem of subject-subject DRR in 
second language acquisition. 
The Inflection and Lexical Class Studies were 
designed to test the effects of the factors Tense, 
Mood, and Volition in the definition of the 
subject-subject DRR in second language acquisition. 
The use of Tense as an experimental factor was 
grounded on Picallo’s (1984) assumption that 
subjunctive clauses are not specified for Tense, and 
that the higher clause would constitute the binding 
domain for the subject of the complement. This subject 
would be free and thus disjoint in reference with 
respect to the main subject. 
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However, in this thesis as in Padilla (1985), it 
has been maintained that Tense does not correlate with 
the DRR in Spanish. 
The factor Mood was incorporated in the design to 
test if in second language learners, the DRR is 
initially associated with structures with subjunctive 
complements. 
Finally, Volition was identified in this thesis as 
the semantic factor which correlates with the DRR. The 
Lexical Class Study tests if second language learners 
do in effect modulate subject-subject coreferential and 
disjoint reference interpretation based on 
lexical/semantic distinctions of main verbs, and if 
indeed the subject-subject DRR correlates with the 
factor (+volition). 
The results of the Inflection and Lexical class 
Studies show that the initial hypothesis concerning 
what constitutes a binding domain for the pronominal 
subject of the complement clauses is that the clause 
itself is the binding domain. 
•• 
In the Inflection Study, which tested sentences 
with decir + subjunctive complements (for which a 
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subject-subject DR interpretation is required in 
Spanish) against sentences with decir + indicative 
(for which the subject of the indicative complement is 
free to corefer with the main subject) the matrix 
object was chosen as antecedent for the subject of the 
complement by both beginning and intermediate levels in 
more cases. It was only at the advanced levels that a 
modulation of disjoint and coreferential responses for 
these cases was attained. 
In the Lexical Class Study sentences with 
volitional verbs + subjunctive complements (which 
require a subject-subject disjoint reference 
interpretation) were tested against sentences with 
non-volitional verbs + subjunctive complements (for 
which the subject of the subjunctive complement is free 
to corefer in Spanish). At all levels, the 
overwhelming main choice was a coreferential 
interpretation when non-volitional verbs and 
subjunctive complements were presented. However, when 
volitional verbs were presented, the beginning and 
intermediate levels gave more disjoint responses for 
verbs of volition lacking independent tense (e.g. 
pedir, mandar) than for verbs of volition having 
independent tense (e.g. querer, desear). It was only 
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at the advanced level that the factor Volition, 
regardless of whether it had or lacked independent 
tense, called for mostly disjoint responses. 
5.3.3. Development of DR in Simple and Complex 
Structures 
The studies in this thesis examined two instances 
of obligatory disjoint reference in Spanish: (i) 
pronouns in direct object position with respect to 
their subjects, and (ii) pronominal subjects of 
complements to volitional verbs with respect to the 
main subject. 
The evidence obtained reveals a differential 
treatment of these two cases of DR in second language 
acquisition of Spanish. A DR interpretation is present 
for pronouns in direct object position irrespective of 
level of learning, whereas a DR interpretation is 
developed over time in complex sentences. 
Although different acquisition patterns are 
associated with each case, in both cases the initial 
hypothesis in terms of binding domains for pronommals 
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is the same: the minimal sentence that contains the 
pronominal constitutes its binding category. For 
pronominals in direct object position, the pronominal 
must be free (disjoint in reference) with respect to 
the subject. For pronominals in subject position of a 
complement clause, the pronominal is free to corefer 
outside of its domain. 
The different acquisition patterns are due to the 
fact that the initial hypothesis in the latter case 
must be modified over time as a result of the resetting 
of parameters for Spanish. An adult learning a second 
language has to learn the lexical properties of main 
verbs and allow these lexical properties to interact 
with the initial free coreference possibilities of the 
pronominal subjects. 
5.4. Educational Implications 
The results discussed in the previous sections 
point out that the acquisition of the DRR in some 
subjunctive clauses is developed over time in reference 
not only to binding domains but also to 
lexical/semantic factors that control the ultimate 
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interpretation of a given sentence. It has been 
suggested that the acquisition of the DRR involves the 
resetting of a parameter. In this case, it is the 
ProDrop paramenter, where the DRR is a consequence of 
the feature t+prodrop]. 
In this section, the pedagogical implications of 
the experimental results are discussed. 
As Chomsky's statements imply, UG and its 
properties characterize LI acquisition and do not make 
direct predictions for L2 learning in the adult or even 
in the child. However, if principles of UG do provide 
for a language faculty which is biologically determined 
and which is sufficient to explain how language 
acquisition is possible, UG must also underlie L2 
acquisition in some way, assuming that the language 
faculty does not change substantially over time. 
Within the Parameter-Setting model developed by 
Flynn (1981, 1983, 1984, 1985, 1987), it is argued that 
the essential faculty for language evidenced in LI 
acquisition is also critically involved in L2 
acquisition. Principles of acquisition which 
characterize the initial competence of the LI learner 
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and which determine the LI acquisition process, also, 
to a degree, determine a second language learner's 
competence and also constrain the L2 acquisition 
process. 
In this thesis it was empirically shown that 
second language learners are guided by principles of UG 
in interpreting pronominal reference. Findings 
indicate that, regardless of level, L2 learners have no 
difficulty interpreting anaphors and pronominals in 
simple sentences. Structure dependency guides the 
interpretation and second language learners are able to 
modulate their responses to reflect Principles A and B 
of the Binding Theory. An anaphor is seen as bound, 
and a pronominal as free in reference. 
In this case, since the first language, English, 
is equal to the second language, Spanish, no resetting 
Of a parameter is necessary and the acquisition of this 
structure is facilitated. Since it appears that adult 
speakers of English bring with them their experience of 
LI about binding of pronominals, it will not be 
difficult to learn these structures even at beginning 
L2 levels. 
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In complex sentences, where there is a mismatch in 
values between LI and L2, acquisition is disrupted and 
new parametric values for these principles have to be 
assigned. For textbook presentations this implies: 
(i) that continued practice of, and exposure to, these 
structures will be necessary to understand this case as 
a consequence of the ProDrop parameter; and (ii) 
reinforcing explanations based upon the 
Government-Binding Theory of grammar could be used in 
formal settings so that the L2 learner might alter the 
rate of acquisition of these structures (see Long, 
1985; Lightbown, 1985). 
In presenting the subjunctive mood it will be 
necessary to: 
(a) identify the groups of verbs in the main 
clause that call for the subjunctive in the 
subordinate clause; 
(b) explain that verbs of volition, such as 
'querer', 'desear', etc. allow for an 
infinitival complement, whereas epistemi^ 
verbs, such as 'ignorar', 'dudar', etc. do 
not. 
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Insofar as pronominal reference, the explanation 
must include that: 
(c) when verbs of volition take a full sentential 
complement, and both the subject of the main 
verb and the subject pronoun of the 
subordinate clause are in the same person, 
the pronominal subject of the subordinate 
clause must be obligatorily disjoint in 
reference. 
(d) when epistemic verbs take a full sentential 
complement, and the subject of the main 
clause is in the same person as the 
pronominal subject of the subordinate 
clause, that the subject pronoun of the 
subordinate clause is free in reference. 
That is, it can be coreferential to the 
matrix subject or disjoint in reference. 
5.5. Conclusions 
in this thesis. research into the acquisition of 
pronominal reference in subjunctive clauses was 
carried 
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out within the framework of Chomsky's Goverment-Binding 
Theory. 
Flynn's parameter-setting model for language 
acquisition served as a basis for the development of 
explanatory accounts of the language learning process. 
Within the parameter-setting model the essential 
language faculty hypothesized to determine LI 
acquisition is argued to also determine L2 
acquisition. The LI experience assists in determining 
whether or not a new parametric value is necessary or 
not. That is, the match or mismatch of values of 
parameters associated with principles of UG determine 
whether or not L2 learners must assign new values to 
these principles to cohere with the L2. If the LI and 
L2 match in values, no such assignment is necessary; if 
the LI and the L2 do not match, a new assignment is 
necessary. 
Empirical evidence was presented which 
demonstrated that, as in LI acquisition adult learners 
of Spanish consulted principles of binding to solve the 
problem of pronominal reference in simple sentences, 
in these cases, no resetting of parameters was 
necessary as there was a match in Ll with L2. In 
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complex sentences, where English did not match Spanish, 
a parametric resetting was necessary. 
In conclusion, current language instruction does 
not take advantage of the explanatory accounts 
described in this thesis. The research suggests that 
such accounts might be used to facilitate the language 
learning process. 
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APPRENDIX A 
SENTENCES IN EXPERIMENTAL TASK 
A) El padre tiene ganas de comer y el hijo se desayuna 
B) El profesor habla y el chico lo mira. 
1) El profesor se peina delante de la clase. 
2) El padre siempre se cepilla en la playa. 
3) El padre siempre lo lava en la sala de bano. 
4) El profesor siempre lo saluda en la cafeteria. 
5) El padre le dijo al hijo que come carne. 
6) El padre le dijo al hijo que se ducha rapido. 
7) El padre le dijo al hijo que lea el anuncio. 
8) El profesor le dijo al chico que camine rapido. 
9) El padre le dice al hijo que escribe una carta. 
10) El profesor le dice al chico que monte bicicleta. 
11) El padre le dice al hijo que mira la television. 
12) El profesor le dice al chico que escuche el radio. 
13) El padre quiere que compre el sombrero negro. 
14) El profesor desea que use la camisa negra. 
15) El padre no sabe que necesite un diccionario. 
16) El profesor desconoce que tenga diez dolares. 
17) El profesor manda que levante la mano derecha. 
18) El padre pide que vaya al supermercado. 
19) El profesor niega que juegue al tenis. 
20) El padre duda que compre un libro grande. 
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